34 has been amended to read, "The top plate 336 is attached to one of the base or payload and 
the bottom plate 332 is attached to the other of the base or payload." However, the Examiner 
argues, "the drawings only show the bottom plate 332 being attached to the base and the top 
plate 336 being attached to the payload. The alternative arrangement is not shown or nor was 
it previously disclosed." Applicants respectfully disagree. 

The alternative arrangement is fully supported in the original disclosure in 
claims 17, 22, and 44 as originally filed. Each of claims 17, 22, and 44 refer to the bottom 
plate being attached to one of the base structure or payload and the top plate being attached to 
the other. Therefore, the objected phrase is fully supported in the original disclosure and does 
not introduce new matter into the disclosure. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the objections to the specification 
under 35 USC § 132 be withdrawn. 

Furthermore, Applicants respectfiiUy disagree with the Examiner's argument 
that the drawings only show the bottom plate being attached to the base and the top plate 
being attached to the payload and not the alternative arrangement. Figure 6a shows the 
vertical support means having the top and bottom plates (336, 332, respectively). However, 
neither of the top and bottom plates are shown attached to either of the base or payload in 
Figure 6a. Figure 6a is merely a detailed view of a particular embodiment of the vertical 
support means. The vertical support means is shown in another figure (Figure 3) with regard 
to the base structure and payload. However, as the claims make explicit, and as is inherently 
understood by those of ordinary skill in the art, either of the top or bottom plates can be 
attached to the base structure, and the other can be attached to the payload. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully submit that there is no need to show each altemative configuration in 
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the Drawings. The drawings show each of the elements recited in the specification, and it is 
inherently understood by those of ordinary skill in the art, fi-om the description, including the 
claims, that each of the alternative configurations is possible. 

In the Final Official Action, the Examiner maintains the rejections of the 
claims fi-om the previous Official Action. In response, Applicants again respectfully traverse 
the Examiner's rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(b) and 103(a) for at least the reasons set 
forth below. 

In response to the Examiners rejections xmder 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), Applicants 
previously argued that (1) Sutcliffe, Whelpley, and Marshall do not teach maintaining a 
payload and base structure in a parallel relationship and that (2) Macpherson does not teach a 
support means which suppresses vertical and horizontal vibrations. 

In response to item (1), the Examiner argues that such references teach 
maintaining a payload and base in a parallel relationship at a given instant as shown in the 
corresponding figures. Applicants respectfiiUy submit that the terms in the claims are read in 
light of the specification and are given their ordinary meaning unless the Applicants, acting as 
lexographer, gives them a different meaning. To maintain something means more than at an 
instant. "Maintain" means "to continue, carry on, keep up" (as defined by The American ^ 
Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, a copy of such definition is enclosed). This 
ordinary meaning of "maintain" is supported in the specification which describes maintaining 
the parallel relationship between the base structure and payload over the range of motion of 
the motion constraint means. The Examiner's interpretation of "maintaining" is therefore 
contrary to its ordinary meaning, the meaning described in the specification, as well as the 
meaning understood by those of ordinary skill in the art. 
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With regard to item (2), Applicants previously argued that component 1 1 of 
Macpherson is not a support means and does not provide a vertical and lateral support to 
suppress transmission of vertical or lateral vibrations. In response, the Examiner argues, 
"component 1 1 supports or serves as a foundation particularly providing vertical support 
along with links 36, 38, 30." Applicants respectfully submit that component 1 1 is itself 
described as a base plate in Macpherson, while it may to some degree support a payload, as a 
rigid member, it does not and cannot serve to suppress either vertical or lateral vibrations 
between the base structure and payload. As a rigid base plate, component 1 1 will serve to 
transmit any vibrations between the payload and base structure. 

In view of the above, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider 
the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and withdraw the same. 

In other words, a payload isolation system having the features described above, 
and as claimed in independent claims 1, 27, and 36, is nowhere disclosed in either 
Macpherson, Sutcliffe, Marshall, or Whelpley. Since it has been decided that "anticipation 
requires the presence in a single prior art reference, disclosure of each and every element of 
the claimed invention, arranged as in the claim,"* independent claims 1, 27, and 36 are not 
anticipated by any on of Macpherson, Sutcliffe, Marshall, or Whelpley. Accordingly, 
independent claims 1, 27, and 36 patentably distinguish over Macpherson, Sutcliffe, Marshall, 
and Whelpley and are allowable. Claims 2-8, 12, 13, 19-21, 23,28-32, 35, 37, and 38 being 
dependent upon claims 1, 27, and 36, are thus allowable therewith. 

With regard to the Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Applicants previously 

argued that in addition to Sutcliffe and Whelpley not disclosing maintaining a base and 

^ Lindeman Maschinenfabrik GMBH v. American Hoist and Derrick 
Company , 730 F.2d 1452, 1458; 221 U.S.P.Q. 481, 485 (Fed. Cir., 1984). 
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payload in a parallel relationship, (3) Goldbach does not teach first and second plates that are 
movable relative to each other, and (4) Sutcliffe does not discuss the change in effective 
weight of the payload which is not inherent in the art of machinery mounts since machines do 
not have a varying weight. 

With regard to item (3), the Examiner now argues that one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has misapplied 
this test for nonobviousness. Applicants in effect previously argued that the Examiner has not 
made a prima facia case of obviousness by asserting that certain features in the rejected claims 
are not shown in either of the references. Applicants argued that in addition to Sutcliffe and 
Whelpley not showing maintaining a base and payload in a parallel relationship, Goldbach 
does not teach first and second plates that are movable relative to each other. Thus, 
Applicants have not treated the references individually, but have argued against the 
Examiner's prima facia case of obviousness because the references, alone or in combination, 
do not teach the claim limitations. 

The Examiner also argues with regard to item (3) that Goldbach is used solely 
for the teaching of the top and bottom plates used to reinforce the top and bottom surfaces of a 
resilient member. The top and bottom plates of Goldbach merely encase a resilient member, 
therefore, there is no teaching in either of the Sutcliffe or Whelpley or Goldbach references 
that teach (a) maintaining a base and payload in a parallel relationship and (b) that the top and 
bottom plates are movable with respect to each other, both of which are recited in the rejected 
claims. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to make a prima facia case of obviousness and the 
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rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which cite Goldbach in combination with Sutcliffe and/or 
Whelpley must be withdrawn. 

With regard to item (4), The Examiner argues that "it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill to have utilized the payload isolation system of Sutcliffe in a rocket 
environment to isolate vibrations occurring between rocket components and that the use of 
such a system in a rocket environment would inherently result in the payload having a varying 
weight as the value of gravity changes during the course of rocket travel." Applicants 
respectfully reiterate their argument as set forth in the previous response that the Examiner is 
using impermissible hindsight in combining Sutcliffe with the knowledge of one of ordinary 
skill in the art. As argued previously, Sutcliffe is directed to machinery moimts, therefore 
there is absolutely no suggestion in Sutcliffe of changing the effective weight of the payload. 
Furthermore, the Examiner makes no showing of the level of skill in the art and why someone 
skilled in the art would be motivated to combine his or her knowledge with that which is 
shown in Sutcliffe (assuming arguendo that Sutcliffe discloses the remaining features of the 
rejected claims, which as discussed above, it does not). Therefore, the combination of 
Sutcliffe with the knowledge of a person skilled in the art is improper and must be withdrawn. 

Thus, independent claims 1 and 39, are not rendered obvious by the cited 
references because none of the cited references, whether taken alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest a support system and apparatus for maintaining a parallel relationship between a 
base and payload as recited in claims 1 and 39. Accordingly, claims 1 and 39 patentably 
distinguish over the prior art and are allowable. Claims 14-18, 24-26, 39-44, and 46-49, being 
dependent upon claims 1 and 39, are thus allowable therewith. Consequently, the Examiner is 
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respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection of claims 14-18, 24-26, 39-44, and 46-49 
under35U.S.C.§ 103(a). 



Lastly, Applicants previously argued that there is no motivation or suggestion 



to combine any of the primary and secondary references cited in the rejections of the claims. 
In the Final Official Action, the Examiner does not respond to such argument. It is 
respectfully requested that the Examiner respond to such argument on the record in the next 
Official communication. 



The above amendments and remarks establish the patentable nature of all the 



claims cxirrently in this case. Issuance of a Notice of Allowance and passage to issue of these 
claims are therefore respectfully solicited. If the Examiner believes that a telephone 
conference with Applicant's attorney would be advantageous to the disposition of this case, 
the Examiner is requested to telephone the undersigned. 



Scully, Scott, Murphy & Presser 
400 Garden City Plaza 
Garden City, New York 11530 
(516)742-4343 

TS/cm 

Enclosure (Dictionary Definition of "Maintain") 




Thomas Spinelli 
Registration No. 39,533 
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Words that are believed to be registered trademarks have been 
checked with authoritative sources. No investigation has been 
made of common-law trademark rights in any word, because 
such investigation is impracticable. Words that are known to 
have current registrations are shown with an mitial capital and 
are also identified as trademarks. The inclusion of any word 
in this Dictionary is not. however, an expression of the pub- 
lishers' opinion as to whether or not it is subject to proprietary 
rights. Indeed, no definition in this Dictionary is to be regarded 
as affecting the validity of any trademark. 



© 1969, 1970, m\, 1973, 1975, 1976, 1978, 1979 by Houghton Mifflin Company 
AD correspondence and inquiries should be directed to 
Dictionary Division, Houghton Mifflin Company 
One Beacon SUrect, Boston. Massachusetts 02107 



All rights reserved under Bern and Pan-American Copyright Conventions 

ISBN: 0-395-20360-0 (new college edition; thumb-indexed) 
0-395-20359-7 (new college edition; plain edges) 
0-395-24575-3 (high-school edition) 
0-395-09066-0 (larger-format edition) 

Library of Congress Catalog Card Number 76-86995 

Manufactured in the United States of America 



Computer-composed by Inforonics, Inc. 
in Maynard, Massachusetts 
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